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Dear John, 



I did begin a rather lengthy analysis of the government’s answer to 
your suit. I’ve not had tine to reed it but if you have any interest, I can xerox 
andsend, unconnected. These are cotmaents, suggestions, etc. 

Two of toe government attorneys who signed this answer, Ruckelhsus and 
A^elrad, were party to the suit in General Sessions tourt in JC and know the evidence 
adduced there. They knew it well before they prepared these papers. They therefore knew 
better than they claim in your suit. 

Their response is semantics, with deception practised and intended. I will 
specify below. This misuse of words, which is an imposition on fact, the court and 
you, C8nr.ot be accidental. 

First paragraph of body quotes ^hoads affidavit, "the clothing. X-rays 
and photographs sought are specifically exempted from disclosure by statute’’ and the 
release of the cited evidence is "precluded by statute” . A bald lie. There is no such 
statute. A his i? but the dubious interpretation of what the government says it is 
empowered to do, but there is no lew under which this is "specifically exempted". 

Read their own quotation of it. A decent judge should get hopping mad at thi3. And 
how can the word of e non-lawyer be given or taken on such a subject? The answer 
probably i s to prevent action against a lawyer, who would be expected to know better. 

So, they hrve a non-lawyer misrepresent instead. Note also there is no ervbctim 
quotation cf any law "speficfieally” stating these tnings. I elso suggest that tie iawjers 
really prepared #hoads ? affidavit for him, for they would not leave interpretation of the 
lew and controls over tneir argument to a layman. 

The cito^ law was 17 years old and could not "specifically" aritici ate 
the murder of the President then virtually unknown. It l« a D e c t lon 507( e )(1) 

relates to Presidential papers. Related to this is the so-called "letter agreement", 
signed for the executors of the Kennedy estate by Burke Marshall. The pictures and 
k-reys could not be port of the estates for that is determined the moment of death, 
hours before taey existed. These bIso are government property which there was no legal 
authority for giving away. The judge in Washington (Charles Halleck) 83 ^uchsg said 
this. In ony event, he, in effect, held tae "agreement" invalid for ha did issue an 
order for the production of this stuff. x t became moot because of fod e g gi 1 delay, hence 
it is not overturned. The government carried ix no further. You will find the evidence 
th8t it is customary and I tliik the effect of the law that the film belongs to him who 
buys it in the Pittsburgh code. I know that when I pay for X-rsy 9 (as Kennedy did not) 

they do not become my property, not can I get them end give team to my doctor when he 

doesn’t make them, tfe've had this experience. 'Ye were permitted to borrow emergency X-xays. 

Your lawyer can emphasize the ridiculousness of this argument of "specific?* 
einepJ)iifcon by poking at the "specific" exemption cleii© d fot the ballistics evidence, by 
official number, given to unfired bullets by a non-exi3tent Commission more than a decade 
in the future. The 1949 Congress was not that prescient! 

So, the government lied, claiming specific law when there is none and having 

only its dubious interpretation of an inapplicable stetute, based on a fraudulent 

agreement. Much is based on this spurious "agreement", ^t is alluded to twice on page 
a, and the entire fourth and fifth pages are devoted t it. It ia twice invoked on 
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the sixth. It is cited under ’’Argument" on page 3. Repeated in various forms and for- 
mulations on osges 9 through 20. This fraudulent argeement, then , is the crux of the 
gove rumen t* s argument and case* 

The "Pittsburgh Code " is "Hospital Law Manual", See the "Administrator’s 

Volume? p. 11* 

It is especially dishonest to claim that the pictures and H-rayo were 
under the "origins! ownership" of the Kennedy family or the estate. 

The government alleges this material uas Kennedy property. We know it 
could not nave been, it does not explain how this happened, and if the law will 
permit, I would suggest a separate interrogatory or question for an explanation of 
how tnis happened. The stuff was turned over by the Secret Servi ce/Treasure 4/26/65, 

1 know second-hand from an undersecretary, who told Dick Vhalen who told me. If you 
can do this you oen nj/al them in an illegality, for no one had the authority to 
give this away. *ou thus can establish whet I think the law prohibits, o law-breaker 
profiting from his illegal act. But I think a simple establishment of the fact that 
the film was exposed in a federal hospital and the question how did it become 
Kennedy property ney accomplish the purpose, if it is permissable at the present state 
of the litigation. They nowhere prove their major claim, ^hat this wes Kenr.edO- family 
or Kennedy- ~ state property. The memo of transfer is alluded to in the panel (Cl3rk) 
report. 1 have bean denied it by the ^rchivas on the ground it is private property, 
x hn*ve a^^eled and th* reply is mo -ths late coming. Kurtter, the film could not hove 
been the property of the Treasury and I have certification from the ^avy that as of 
11/25/63 they possessed none oi* the autopsy evidence, we know they delivered the 
fiLm to the SS, but this does not mean it became Treasury property. 

I believe the "letter agreement" was rc drafted by the government at a 
tirre the Kennedy estata had no legal representative. Examine it. Tou will find there 
is a blank where the n 9 me of Marshall was subsequently added by hand. If this is the 
case, I think it then neons that Marshall accepted what he was asked to 9ign, what he 
had no part in negotiating or even considering. Perhaps as a matter of law this may 
have no rreaning but to me it seems to be significant. ^ is 0 former assistant attorney 
general ana would have trusted his former associates. 

The government cites the House Committee report of August 19, 1965 as 
recommending the exhibits be denied anyone, in this language: "...thefo xxri 
critical exhibits" considered by the Commission shall be permanently retained so that 
"allegations and theories concerning President Kennedy's assassination" that "mighty 
serve to encourage irresponsible runors undermining public confidence in the work of the 
President's Commission" would not be "encouraged". Preserving thi* evidence ends 
nothing, satisfies nothing, proves nothing. To dent it to one competent to examine and 
understand it is to do exactly the opposite of whax the ^use Conmittee says it wonts, 
for the denial in itself is sufficient to warrant "undermining public confidence". 1 1 
th* evidence proves want the government says it proven, the gn-rernmenfc, if i t is v 
sincerely dedicated to the belief of the Committee , would went this proof public, 
authenticated by e genuine expert es it never has been. Rather thm shun such a 
confronf$y£on, the government, by its own citation, should seek it. That it goes to 
such length tc prevent this does not inspire confidence in the genuineness of its 
claim or in its faith in what the evidence -proves. 

To say (memorandum, p. 2) that the ex.lbita may be "viewed" only is 
to say they ere, to sll nractical intents and purposes, denied, for Exhibit 399, for 
example, is kept in a plastic case 3 nd c3nr.ot be examined at ell without removal for 
turning, measuring, etc. In fact, the requisite measurements were never made by 
the government itself. T hi3 argument amounts to a federal diktat that there can be 
but a rub cer- stamp of its conclusions and claims. This erves but to frustrate free 
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inquiry and scholarly, independent research, the only authentic purposes of 
establishment o.‘ an archive. This is opnosed to thenetional need and interest, 
especially when the subject is the murder of a President and its official, ex 
parte "investigation". 

To argue that this is an "unconsented suit" is to claim that the 
government can engage in a fraud, which is what the letter of agreement is, and 
cannot be questioned without is assent, h a rdly tin pr i hHil i n ir-o o f t hin 
e nrraginf 1r thc - fagud . It is to argue th3t the Department of Justice can 
ignore or sanction the theft or the illegal disposition of government property 
and evidence, without citizens beinr: able to contest this. It is also to argue that 
when government property is stolen or illegally disposed of conditions can be imposed 
on the return of that property. is to soy thetia stolen car becomes the proerty 

of the thief, at the mo riant of thefy, and coat it continues to be his property as 
Ion: as ho perpetuates the illegality, without this illegality, it would hove been 
Impossible to impose any cenuitions on examination of the film, (applicable to later 
portions also). 



I sugg st you claim an Bdded reason is to 8 void the requirement of 
prosecuting government; employees, ^mes, Boswell and Finck, for perjury. I eaferge 
they did perjur themselves in POST M0RT2M III ond prove it. 

Page 3 argues an "unwarranted invasion of Personal privacy", without 
specifying whose, which is pretty. impersonal. But the sane gov.-rnm^n t held otherwise 
with Oswald, ^omially and liprit. Jon it have it. both ways? Is It an "unv/crrented 
invasion" for the Kennedy* ana not for the Cswafs, ^ippits, Connellys and others 
of leas Prominence? 



The purpose for which the spectrographic analysis was made is and 
has b-.en irrelevant for it was used by the Darren Commission (Frazier * a testimony 
and *s an essential backstopping o* the x eport). It thus cannot b. j withheld as 
"pert of sn investigative file*'. In addition, if the government cleims Oswald was the 
lone assess n, as it does and has, that case is closed ond thereby ends the classifica- 
tion " investigative- file 1 ' and tho designation of " le w-enfer cement purposes." 

Fege 6: photographs of tte clothing cannot substitute for the actual 
clothing for any serious purposes, especially photographs as thoroughly incomptent 
as those of the government (examine them, John!). Mk l -.ing t^is condition i to assure thit 
the evidence of the clothing Is denied. This id particularly significant in this case 
because of official misrepresentation of what evidence the ^clothing tears. If you 
didn t in.-lude the tic, by all means edi it fasti There is no hole in it.I have* 
this "in rOJT KQETIM III, end the proof. 

^Hillet end fragments "may be viewed but may not be handled..." Nonsense. 

I have be n permitted to do it several times, the most recent being but last Friday. 

3o wera Bernabei ond the photographer for whom I arranged. Sere the government 
alleges falsehood and by it again seeks to prevent meaningful examination, which can be 
made in no other way, especially when the l&ck 0 f quality of the official photographs 
is considered. 



The gov-Tnm nt argument amounts to this: a President can be murdered, 
there can be an ex parte proceeding without spectators and the evidemc may be 
denied citizens or competent investigators. Thus the government claims tne right 
not to be questioned in an ex parte "solution" of s murder. The national interest ig 
opposed to this, generally and s ecifically. The plea is additionally frivolous for the 
goei^meat itself defaced Exhibit 399. And it suppresses and Ire re denies access to the 
test for wh ich it was allegedly defaced. 
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The date of the spec trogra phi c analysis is carefully hidden. Unless the 
government can and does show that it was prior to the murd r of Osweld, it cannot claim 
it was XqoBxi ’‘for law-enforcement purposes” without claiming Oswald was not the 
assassin or not a lone sssin, both of which are contrary to what it does and without 
exception has claimed, additionally, witn no federal law violated by the murder- of the 
^resident, the FBI had no jurisdiction ’’for lsw-enfordenent purposes". ^t is rendered 
furt$ invalid by the "leaking* of the results by the government, before the issuance 
of the Warren report. The government cennot claim it cen make tho content available 
end suppress it, both. It can argue but one side. More, can it be believed tnat if the 
spectrographic analysis, which involves no secrets and no secret processes, no secret 
informants to protectr in any way supported the representation of its results, the 
government would have any reluctance in publishing it? Denial of the spec trogra^ hie 
anc lysis (wh?ch 1 hove been seeking since IVIay 23, 1906) leads only to the belief 
thet competent study of it would show it proves the opposite of tie government's cld m. 
The FBI do-*s not dare have its work carefully scrutinized end knows it. It algo cannot 
b* argued that the F3I is imnun 9 to honest error. If Jesus could trust Judas, even 
J. Ed.$er ~v r can err. And tne Secret Service, officially clei. ^ tue FBI was 
wrong, especially Agents Greir and He Harman, in toeir sworn testimony. 

Jevons is not the competent witness on the spectrographic 8nalysi9, for 
Francis X. Gallagher msde it. Jevons is also wrong in swearing toe file is 
disclosed only to government employees, for it we lea.oeu end the interpretation 
is in the barren ^eoort, which we 3 widely published, anu in the testimony, also public 
and published. The FBI has made the contents of countless other of its^investigative 
files” public in t^is case Y7hen doino so served a propaganda curposa. It cannot have 
the one thing two ways. 

Page 7: to say the Secret Service has no know ledge of the raeasurorants 
of the car, the import of the carefuLly-selected language which avoids saying this, 
is to s p y that then-Insoector (since promoted) Torn Halley tsstifie i without knowledge. 

If the government cr uld not with certainty state the height of the seat it could not 
reconstruct the c-lme and it. could not claim any of the shooting it alleged actually 
W 89 done from that sixth-flo^r window. ^ is to declare that the entire barren 
Report is without foundation. 

Page 8: How can the non-existent barren Commission bo cited in a suit? 
nd how can a plaintiff know what egency to sue when the government refuses to abide 
by its own rules, regulations and orders* r*xample» Attorney general Clark on 1G/3/66 
ordered tnat everything in the possession of tne government and considered by the 
Commission (I hove executive order if you do not) be transferred to tne Archives and 
there made available as everything else is. Immediately I w nt to tne Archives and sought 
the spectrographic examination, whichbthe Frazier testimony establishes is in govern- 
ment possession and was considered by the Commission. The FBI first assured the Archives, 
in my mresnee, that the analysis was there and then, when I established they were lying 
by citing what is not this analysis, fell silent. Ho-ver r.as failed to respond t* my 
inquiries for it (8s nave -department of Justice lawyers) going t9ck three years. This 
allegation by the Department of Justice, the prime violator of tho Department's own 
ord-r, is a neat device for frustrating suit, for it would preclude any suit f*r 
this material. 

Page 9: without a showing tnat the cited Bristol-Myersssui t unaer 
5 U2C is directly applicable to this case, how can it be alleged that a court decision 
in it is pertinent? In this case solid objects are the essential evidence. Further, 
the citation of 44U5C to claim tost Congress intended only ’'exhibition purposes” in 
•records at the Archives is directly contrary to the other claims cf the government 
cited above and i 3 in no sens© related to a subsequent action, not unuer tois law, when 
the records of the Tfer-en Commission vere dispose^ of. This entire archives, as the 

department of Justice 1-cr.ows only too wadi, is excluded from any exhibition at th® 
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National .archives. It may not in any wsy be examined except by those specially 
accredited an i then only under cm- d guard. 

It is unseemly for the government to claim there has been violation of its 
’’published rules’" for access when it is the prime violator of its own rules, as with 
the executive order of the attorney general cited above, and when it ignores recues ts 
for access or delays them beyond reason. For example, 1 h/ ve made recuests that 
have not been responded to in six months. It now takes at least two months for me to 
get even a non-responsive answer to a proper inquiry or request. The government 
invents evosionc to present os responses. An example of this is the memcrounum of 
transfer cf tne pirr.ures and X-reys of the autopsy nere sought. It required 82 dsys 
end a number of false promises before I got tne non-rt s pensive misrepresentation, that 
the covernmrftt had only a private paper not, government property, which ir false, for it 
also had, i* this indeed be true, the of^cial copy. In several months, at t no moment 
of this writing, my nointin/. this out Las not b& n responded to . I die this in 
writir. to the Archivist, the ^ • per traent of Justice and tie representative cf the 
Kennedy estate, all of wh*.ta sirheve been silent. response at ell. It would, in 
this cu 3 e, be impossible to cite a sing-e agency in the suit tecause the governrent 
has made it impossible to isolat that agency. Yet it demands this be done. 

But it is not now and never lias been the purpose cf the estsbli. nc^nt of 
the archive on the assessing tion that its content be for "exhibition, purposes". It has 
tha purposes of backstopring the Warren Report »?;air.st criticism nrd bring a repository 
of * *rocfs, brvi.h of which require unrestricted access to the tangible objects that are 
th_- essence of t.ie evidence. 

Page 10: i° the government. can srgu? th t it can withhold the clothing 
because i v wan "donated*’ , it cannot make this erg mrnt about the film, wniehnras 
never the property of the donor. If th^ argument is voli . for the clothing it would 
thereby seam to requii^ production cf the film, *^nd the citation covers historical 
materials". ’Tnat. is not « proper description of legal evidence, evidence that would 
hovs reposed in a court of law in -exas and been outside the^control of the ;oTOrnmant 
if toe nment aud not illegally ora-empted the State of exas by the forcible and 

illegal removal of the corpse in open defiance of the only applicable la.v and in 
open violation of the demand of the proper official of Texas (Rose) that the 7*^ aa 
lew be complied with. ^ere the gov? portent again seek9 to benefit from its wwn violation 
of law, wh^ch is not 'ernissible. 

It is c frivolity to allege tnat the defendant aes not described the 
single apectrographic analysis of the bullet and fragments of bullet(s) ’’with sufficient 
reci 3 iori to determine which particular documents within the classification referred 
to ore desired". Unless, that is, the government deceived the Jargon C omniiaai^n and the 
country an! made mo e th? 3 n s single such examination, ^ere reference to the single 
analysis is positive and precise reference to it. 

Page 11: this has been ruled invalid by tne Court of General Cessions 
in ashingten, her the gov^.nmen* did not raise this objection and .here the judge 
held proper request aad been made without appeal to tne dul lie-relations expert for 
legal evidence. She judge ordered the production of the evidence, including waat hare 
is sought, exactly the same film and other objects. 

i'age 12: tnis argument is invalid for the film was not the property of 
those clai led by the gov rmenn to have donated it. It was tne property of the 
government that invokes this false pretense in its unending effort to seek to suppress 
this film, which contains evidence of the murder contrary to tne interpretation of 
it by the government agents who r.evsr examined it. This spurious argument an this 
incompetent arrangement that assumes the character of o conspiracy is part of the 
endless and illegal effort by the government to suppress the film- or that part of 
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it that still exists, ^ly book POST MORTEM III establishes that some of the expose! 
pictures s-ud A-reys no longer exist, to th9 knowledge of tie government which 
persists in hidin this fact* 

In any ev -nt, this claim of the government as here presented is 
inccntistent with its representation that the materiel is " specific ally" precluded. 

Page 15: the claim that the Kennedy -family representative must 
assent has been overruled by the cited Washington judge, He Heck* n e ordered 
production of the film when the family representative refused to assent. 

Page 14: "’hen the government argues that it has "never c tel longed the 

original ownership" of the film it argues that it engaged, in m conspiracy, for It 
knew that it oni not the alleged "dorefc” was the owner. The government was derelict in 
net seeking the return r? its lmpropcrly-micsing -reperty. It canrot clein the 
sanction of lew for its derelecticn. The sovo*uinent bar the obligation to 
obtain tbs return of iwa property when, improperly, that rronerty has been removed 
from its possession. It, cannot invoke its failure to meets its legal responsibilities 
as ground for denying whrt it could not otherwise deny. The argument here is that 
the government ctn become the repository oi stolen materials, which ucvyld se-m, at the 
very .east, zo be ageinst public and national interest. «la o is an argument 
that evidence of a crime can c-j denied those seeking it By the commission of a 
further crime ro which bh-* government is party. The interest o- the government, which 
has issued a f Ise official a a couni as of the aurd-r of the ^resident, is the suppression 
o~ the evidence tnat proves its cfficisl accounting was false and to its knowledge 
fj£se. It would seen improper for the government to claim it con further benefit ±n 
Ixax fro . its own iHegcl oct3 in first permitting the sought film to leave its possession 
and then accepting it bnck under condition it, not the alleged "donor”, imposed, which, 
without the illegality of surrendering gov-rnnr nt property in the first place, could 
not hd7e been attemptad. 

Page 15: the- cited language of the "let/er of agreement” that 
permits or seeks to permit the withbo ding cl* the best evidence o a capital 
crime is or at least should erg :e to be egain3t public and national interest. 

P'ige 16: the gov^rnm nt hoc acknowledge^ indeed argued, in oren court 

nerel cessions, Te ehingtor ) that the representative of the executorsof the estate 

s no intention of making these materials accessible, even to a court of law, in a 
criminal proceeding, pursuant to proper subpena issued by the competent judge. 

Piige 17: ^preiiervr tion” of evlaence serves no prupose if it is suppressed, 
if it c cess to U by t nse entitled to eccoss is refused by the exercise of the rew 

power to suppress. This also should be considered against nstuonsl policy and interest. 

± X is absolutely felse to claim that the Archivist has "determined" that tae bullet aftd 
cartridge esses ” may not be handled either manually or with instruments’ for I have on 
several occasions been permitted to do this, most rectntly within the past week, and 
have observed others permitted to do it. 

The citation of the committee at ttdtottom of this p^ge and on the next has 
no meaning except in opposition tothe argument of the gov*' rnnont, for the cited 
purpose is end allegations snd rumors, which can be accomplished only if proper 
examination of th evidence is -emitted. Refusj/fe to permit examination is directly 
contrary to the invoke opinion, father th-*n serving ” to eliminate questions snd doubts' 
it fosters ani inspires tuem. 

Pago IB: as previous pointed out, fcne claim in ’ , D M that the cited lews 
M ^pacifically exempt the Autopsy A-rays end photographs” is a falsehood. 

Fa 6 e 19: tee film is //either -private" nor "person*- information or 
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property. Ttie government has already, by precedent, held that sa such Information 
relates to others of louver station the revelation of such information is not 
"an unwarranted invasion of privacy ', in the cases of '■'onnally, Oswald and Tippit, 
fo :• it without reluctance made public the most intimate details of the medical 
evidence relating to them. It has done the S9me, except without -he film, with 
th e i resident and his family, for it has the most elaborate discussion of bis 
~ounds in the .Varren Report, printed th£ picture of his heed exploding, printed 
pictures o his garments, published the descriptions of eyewitnesses in th? xxxxTJt 
testimony, and published the most detailed descriptions by the autopsy ?nd o*her 
doctors end by those observing them in : the President’s body. The only way in which 
invasion of privacy can be argued puts the family of the .-resident in an untenable and 
moat embarrass ing|Wf position, for it argues tnet revelation of the truth about, tue 
nature and extent or toe Its ii dent's wounds would be embarrassing to them, Their 
interest, as tnat of all othe -mericans, requires thet the nature and extent of th33e 
wounds he publicly est-.blished beyond any question. i ais cannot be don -ituout 
knowledge of the evidence preserved in those films that still exist, cithers having 
cease to exist because of government negligence or worse. : ore, the fact that some 
of tee fill no longer exists wnen it was in government custody requires tnac te fore 
more df it can disappear r be destroyed its content be made available. The use sought 
is in no way "undignified’ 1 or designed for "sensation’. Directly the opposite it true. 
It is only suppression that is either undignified or sensational, only this that can 
"dishonor the memory of the Presid-nt". Too "grief” and "suffering of the members of 
his family and those closely associated with aim" can only be added to by improper sup- 
pression of the best evidence of the c Ime. *t cannot be by ending any possibility 
of douot about the fact of the murder, which is ;vhat reper exam in* t ion of the suppres- 
sed evidence makes possible, 'This i=. especially true now that the government has made 
avsllable a contradictory interpretation of it (POST 110 .RUM III). T’.i any event, 
once a man seeks the /residency end becomes president he surrenders the right to anon- 
ymity ana certain privacies for tL© national interest requires tola. Mere, .. nea lie is 
murdered, :,uara can be no invocation of .n alleged right to rrivecy about the best 
evidence of tuat muider. 

Page 20: again it. is claimed, without truth, that the spectrograph! c 
analysis was "conducted for law enforcement purposes", by implication and context for 
no o:iier. In any event, the "FBI investigation into tha assassination" is by far the 
largest part of th6 material on it published by the government end the^g overnment 
itself htss rendered this part of its argument tnereby invalid. The aliened purpose 
is not, in any^ event, controlling, for the ro was use. Tore this net truce consideration 
by the barren Commission ended that and any possible validity it might have had. 

The Jevons affidavit is deceptive, misleading, in<r mpetont ani irrelevant. 
The cloii.Ted purpose is both immaterial end untrue, for taero W 03 no FBI Jurisdiction 
in the drime ^ovons, in any veno, has no personal knowledge of why the examination 
waa ordered, for the order did not originate vith aim. T*e also did not make the exam- 
ination and toe man wno did, an ^BI employee, is available for affidavit. To cl=da that 
"this file is not disclosed by the FBI to persons otter than tJ.B. Government employee^ 1 
is to practi3a deliberate semantic deception, for only the FBI could have leaked the 
content of tae file to tae press, mien was dene. -Vere taere any possibility of 
proper claim to tae right to suppress, the FBI has ended it by its own leaks of the 
content of the file. 

Inherently this affidavit suggest that there is a present, continuing 
investigation of the murder, w::lch in itself casts doubt cn the official solution, for 
v/ere tuere confidence in it her? voula be no nee : for continuing investigation, ’nd, as 
° maver of fact, the FBI investigation wss not "conducted for law enforcement 
purnose9" but for the arren Commission, wloh had and could /|evn had no :uioh purposes. 
The government lawyers, who knew this, apparently drafted ^and corteir.ly approved and 
argued to the court) what they knew to be false. There is no doubt at si 1 tuat the 
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FBI sc ted as the investigative am o the Warden w cmni3slcn, which had no" ■ single 
investigator of its cw . YVen more must this be emphasized about tne alleged subject 
of t..a Jev^na affidavit, (paragraph 2) , the "laboratory examinations" . here these 
things not- all true, ^public use by th v^rren ^(Jmmiseion of the laboratory examinations 
would aeern to end the possibility of validity of this claim. 1 here note that if taese 
examinations ore consistent with the official interpretations of then there ia no 
reason for ths gov rrment not to publish them or make taem available and every reason 
why it shoufi. There is nc secret or 3 ecrot process involved. Vo there, the government 
would h 3 v • cited as rsasoa for denying t. era its "fuidlinee" , which Love sv.ch a 
provision, r ±ho only apparent reason for denying access to the laboratory examineti ons 
is tuat they are not consistent with the interpretation made of t~3m or cast- doubt up 
these interpretations. 



In addition, the gov - ram nt itself/kno~Jb ttar then is alleged in Taregraph 
3, for in addition to looks t ? th? pr ass tha coatents of the investigative file were 
m-de available to ocher, 3 not "U..l,&oT3r ament employees", the police in Texas end 
others tuere, such as the lawyers. 
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Joriaa affidavit: Ifthe Secret Service has no "information which contains ) 
gieasuromeuts pertaining to the height cf the seats cf the limousine (only on? is in 
question) ...at th-' time of the assassination. . ." how could In sector Tellsy give 
testimony cn it? lithouta positive dstfi ni notion of the height o the seat there could 
be no reconstruction o* the c ine that cculi h-ive any aieoning, particularly as tt^relates 
to tus sigth-floor window r s th source of the *bots and Oswald 33 tee assassin. Yet the 
Seciet Service itself conducted the first cf the at least three ofiicial reconstructions. 
If this afrid&vit is not false the Secret Service kaowingly org god in 3 fraudulent 
reconstr cticn of the c dma# To argue this affidavit is tent amount to arguing that 
the dec at Tervice And the. FBI and the Perron Commission) knowingly engaged in fraud, 

the .ucnufactuie of evidence and the frying cf tho accused Cs.veid# The Jordan. lsnijuage 

-recluhas d c pc nda nonce upon rjritten ir-fometion alone. It also seems to acknowledge 
that the Sec et service still has records of the crime, v/aich is not consistent with 
whet director Rowley has -.vritten me. (I believe Jordan here.) I go into Kelley's testi- 
mony in KE7T7.5H II. It seams to me that. uolesesx he commited perjury, this testi- 
mony is powerful argument f- : full disclosure of -all the evidence of tho crime for 

It is a confession of’ the most complete investigative incompetence. The Secret Service 

ke; t tue car i. exclusive control! 10 t> of tnc tine ye t it claims to nave no 
written recorJ cf tne vital measurements witnou^ waica is coulu aeitaar soxve nor 
reconstruct the crime, yet it is responsible for the security of the -resident, rad 
it c Laima noriG o. it 3 personnel Suv© tiiy rrcollsctious t..at ertinent 1 . 

Rhceds affidavit: Paragraph 3 repeat s the frivolity tuat the entire 
government, xxi not just the Archivist, In this cose, does not challenged the "validity" 
of the agreement it drafted end knew W3s illegal if not conspiratorial, Raregrpah four 
says oe can do what you want, make tee clothing available, but refuses to, as I inter- 
pret its language. ^4 does not esy it is "precluded’' , the burden cf the argument elsewhere 
and, I t ink, refutes that argu-nent. Taragraph 5 is e paraphrase cf the 8dvics to the 
darling daughter about hanging her clothes on the hickory tree -but den't ro in +be 
water. Examination of the photographs, particularly such professionally incompetent 
ones (examine mem ss published) can and does net disclose any evidence, as must be 
more than cleer to the Archivist who executed this affidavit. Yore ever, there now is 
a conflict betwe-n the softrn testimony abcutlfthe boles in the coat and the finding of 
the Clark renel, which describee e hole I do not recall from any of rte testimony or 
the {( pert. It is entirely neanir gla^s tc mr ke suclx photographs available and to $ry 
and tell the court otherv/ise is to impose upon the c urt. Paragraph ? adds to t e 
thrust of the document, t:iat e c can be co mitted and evidence of it era be 
suppressed indefinitely by making a gif w . of that evidence to the goverenert, the added 
argument t .at unless this is perpetuated and sanctified historically i .portent popers 
will not be preserved and will be lest, -his is nonsense. It also argues that unless 



those it describes as ’’public figures” are assured sen can be tna t tneir papers 
are jjeyond the reach of the courts they v/ill not save their papers, Tere thi* to be 
the case, is would still be against notional interest. Paragraph 8, reported above, 
is false 7; it h regard to the bullet, shells snd ether three-dimensional objects, I 
suggest that false swearing about what is material, even by the ^rchit/ist of the 
United States, is Still perjury. It is now but four days sicce the latest instance, to 
which there were more than two other witnesses, but Richard Bernsbei and Ion Atlss- 
worth, both of whom were present and also hr.n led the objects, certainly will 
provide affidavits, i have examined three -dimensional ob j-cts-even operated them, es 
with the Zapruder camera, in the presence of the press (Mike Berlin^, New York ost), 

I have never had access to tnem except th* crasence of these two employees in 
direct charge, and in tha recent case, May ±5 16, both were present, ^his includes the 
man who||re pares the letters, etc., for Dr. Rhoads signature, ^srion Johnson. The words 
” for preservation" are underscored in this paragraph, “^reservation servos no purpose if 
examination an study 3rn denied. To argue the need for preservation is to refute 
the rest on the p;ovf r ament 1 a argument. And to fitch light thi ridiculousness of the 
government f a claim to be the "prov ntion" of "lcf=, damage, destruction or alteration" 
of the evi ence, the gov rn:ent alone has done all these things with this very evidence. 
In the case of the bullet it has needlessly removed a piece from the cose, which may 
have destroyed evidence (*33 there a mark of any sort at that point?), certainly did 
alter it (the asms purposes could have been served by th*. removal of the microscopic 
auentity required from the ineile of the rear end fond the s*me testing could hove en 
dona by ner.ns requiring no alteration, the «nme specified by the xl*Atx Michels suij/. 

All sorts of evidence wee "lost". Some was deliberately destroyed without bevir^ ever 
been seen by anyone, including the commission. ~>one wee withheld from the Commission 
aftrr it war obtained (for example, the Doyle end ^ortin films of 0 scald's arrest in 
N e *7 Orleans). 80, it cannot av-n be alleged that tho governments possession o* the 
evidence in ny way protects it. In fact, ii* the curbstone dug p in Celpey I-leza i9 
cubpenaedi it will be found that it wr~ petebad to hide evi ion ccl xoraprpsh 9 
again rguea against itself, for it cannot, be said the articles ^r? preserved because the; 
are avi -ance end thet access is denied for this reason, Denial denies them the specified 
use ana fjncticn. It is not possible to use zx for "reference purposes" of^for their 
"evidentiary value 1 what is denied. The on*y purpose seyVed by denial of access is 
exactly opposite that specified plus the protection of the government’s error *nd 
other tranagr ssions. 

Dr. Bahmer's letter of 7/21/67 stipulates a requirement thet is ro ntrary 
to both practise and the appended regulations, paragraphs 2 end 3, end constitute a 
dsicri c/Ma t$oa against Jr. Nichols. The regulations specify that the photographs will 
be provided for examination without restriction, hut that " re production"^/ clone will 
require the written permission of copyright owners. In practise, the ‘rchives in 
two ways violated its own regulations, for it :s 5 made copies of copyrighted photos 
for me wits. out any restriction s.ni it has made copies to which it h°.d affixed a stamp 
on the cecx statin * there is a copyright. But I have n^ver given it any written 
permission from any copyright holder for it to me 09 copies for 00. %us, es the very 
least, it becomes clQ'r that th^ regulations are flexible and ere interpreted for 
special, unintended and entirely improper purposes, including suppression. 1 tainlc here 
again it is necessary to emphasize that tae only reel purpose sorvad y the withholding 
of th evidence la to deny impartial examination. Only ex parte examination has been 
permitted, that by or for government meployoes. 

Dr. Bahmer’s llettrr of October 8, 1987: I suggest it is fiction to 
say tne conditions were 'imposed! by the Kennedy family" on two grounds: the letter of 
agreement was not by or for them cut £ was 3i.gned on behalf of the executors of the 
estate, shieh is ffot et all the same thing, and thero is no evidence that anyone 
other than the government d afted the agreement, to which the signature and none of 
the representative of the estate was affixed at o later dete. 1 cite + his tr» ^steblish 
the truth and al3o to show that in tho finest detail n 0 word by anyone in the g vernment 



10 



of any station or authority can be accepted on *ny aspect- of the entire case or in 
any of the legal documents* The sovsrnment reflects no concept of truth and is 
quite willing tc impose false boo end mi are presentation upon the court. 

Exhibit j: t .is is to say that thoeo necessary tests the government 
failed or refused t :> make cannot ever be made end the error of the government is 
beyond correction or even Question. Additionally, the necessary testa would not 
hove this effect. And I repeat this waj violated ?rt th me when I was permitted to test 
the operetion of the Zapruder camera. 

* * * * * * * 

T'-a prsonce of others are and Immediate needs kept mr fro- finishing this 
when I usd planned’. They thus also preclude correcting end retyping it end me icing copies. 
Ordir. 2 ri.l 7 , 'i would hsv? had 9 clean copy for myself "n d on this content w'ult ia ve 
sent" copies of Paul Eeefc, whose sddreso you her«, mi Oar:- Schoenor, Sox 332, Mayo 
Etsoitsi -*in..eepclis 55455 because they have the ’-rind of knowledge of the fact that 
enables them to rske construe tire criticism and detect po'sibls error or misconstruction, 
or tie hinds of less than explicit expression teat, esu c-eeo in wbeK there 13 haste. 

If end when you can, if it U no burden t.c you, I'd appreciate it is you can .make 

and anil these copies. They cannot comment in time for you to benefit from their 

con en.t by th.-. tims you file your papers, but they can before any other steps are taken. 

1 do not believe tuer* is any error, but 1 also knew they can think whet may not 

have re celled* a hi 3 could be helpful to you, it would to •>«, for 1 may It ter use some 
of tois, and it might also be to t..em in 'h-ir work nna understanding. 

My wife me returned to vor'c temporarily end can type only nfter sutler, 
whon she also faces rt'aer necessities. 

If you would like further deteil or ampli ficstior on any of th? fore- 
going, please oak me. I am confident that in all esses T cea supply it. 

I also call to your attention the extensive r.r.d repeated use of the 
invalid arguments. Examples : ,,a rsa’t exhejrteu administrative remedies", op 2,5,7; 

" specifically exempted from disclosure'- which is felse; "unwarranted invasion of 
(unspecified) personal privacy", pp. 2, 7, 12,10; eractrogrsphlc analysis ?s 
"investigative file" only (p-. 3,6,7,10,20; "f«r deposit only" or verients (pp. 3,4, 
11,12); "viewed but net handled" (pp. 6,11,12,17); "identifiable records "(p .8,7,8, 

9, 1C, 11) "for preservation , vcica reelly ia the seme «a "for uepc si t " .( p y « ' , ~ r~~i ■' » 

10, 11" — 'i nd "far orac.'rvr tier, of ?“ ; lch eh * jume i-~ ttv. e r pp. 17 and 13. In abort, 
whet I om pointing out Sure is inherent; the entire memorandum is ir.se lid end "xtsed on 
invs liditie s snd fsl33 statements known. to be invalid and fsloe t« these who prepared, 
signed and filed it. I would hope the court would -eke • dim view of -his, especially 
because it is sc permeating. It is neither accidental nor incidental, t is basic. 
Without it there is no response, no argument or meaersndum to file. 

I hope this ic helpful to you. If you h-ve eny c-ciront I would appreciate 

it. 

Dick will be sending you copies of the pictures we took. Those we ordered 
have not yet been received. I think (cs Dick does not consider necessary) that if we 
v/ert tc , without too much w« con make neyetivse of tho idsctlcsl size ''-d overlay 

them. '-or the skilled eye this nsy net be nece.-scry. ?or the amateur it is the most 
effective pcosiblo comparison, "y the say, you nay want to add th; fact that damage 
to the evidence you seek, as for oxuoipls, the empty cartridges, is ns itber a e lino .ledge 
by tue Commission noi addressed in its talcing cf evidence* ii entirely unexplained 
and snouli have bean inquired into* 



If any other occasions on vfoich I esn be helpful arrise, please let me 
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tactf, for I ”*nt to of whatever help I can. I would ass that you give ma the. dead- 
line* at tho ti~e you as’:, for I an into .00 many taints each of vhich to 1 is urgent 
I ecu delay Then 1 .voula not i. I Icew, *s in this caae. u ad I dean uble to do this 
under less pressure, I could have done bet er ^nd without doubt would have fouled more 
that night ha cf interest to your lawyers. 

Cro-'d luc’-cl 



Sincerely, 



Harold Vaisberg 



WXPir mfrfl V‘*fT ,n - '»*<*■ J- ' " '« TT ’ ■** 
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